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DETAILED ACTION

1 . In view of applicant's amendments filed 02/09/2009, claims 22-42 remain

pending in this application.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set

forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and

the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the

invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains.

Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made.

3. Claims 22-31 and 37-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being

unpatentable over Burn et al. (U.S. 6,018,747) hereafter Burns, in view of Blandford

(U.S. 6,470,449) hereafter Blandford.

Regarding claim 22, Burns discloses a method of differentially updating an image of

stored data in a mobile terminal from a first data version to an updated data version, the

method comprising the steps of:

loading differential update instructions into a flash memory of the mobile terminal; (Abs;

Fig 2c; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1 , lines 7-1 1 ; Col 2, lines 28-52; Col 3, lines 21 -25; Col 4, line

17 -Col 5, line 11)

generating an updated data version from the stored data and the loaded differential
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update instructions; (Abs; Fig 2d; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1 , lines 7-1 1 ; Col 2, lines 28-52; Col

3, lines 1 5-63; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1

)

Burns does not specifically disclose detecting whether the image of stored data in the

flash memory of the mobile terminal includes one or more corrupted memory blocks

having stored therein data that is inconsistent with the first data version however Burns

does make apparent the need to use the prior version in order to arrive at the

appropriate final version. (Col 1 , lines 51 - 63; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1 ) and due to

this requirement, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time

of the invention to use well known data verification techniques in order to verify the prior

version has not been corrupted.

One such method which is well known in the art at the time of the invention as well as

being disclosed by Blandford is that of a checksum (Col 5, line 66 - Col 6, line 4) In the

case that the checksum test ends up being false and data is known to be corrupt, it then

would have been obvious to again use the teachings of Burns as disclosed to produce a

delta file for the known detected corrupt file to be updated to the old file in order to

produce the correct updated file.

Note the above implementation as combined would repair, when generating the

updated data version, any such detected corrupted memory block; wherein the image of

stored data in the flash memory is updated in-place such that data of the first data
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version is reused and reorganized to generate the updated data version as shown

above.

Regarding claim 23, claim 23 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 22

above.

Regarding claim 24, claim 24 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 23

above.

Regarding claim 25, claim 25 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 24

above.

Regarding claim 26, claim 26 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 23

above. Note application of the patch happens at the mobile terminal.

Regarding claim 27, claim 27 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 22

above.

Regarding claim 28, Burns discloses communication via a wireless communications link

(Col 3, line 66 - Col 4, line 1 1)
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Regarding claim 29, claim 29 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 28

above.

Regarding claim 30, Burns as modified does not specifically provide detection of

corrupted memory blocks being performed at the terminal, however the terminal stores

the file which is to be updated and thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary

skill in the art at the time of the invention to detect at the mobile terminal in order to cut

down on network bandwidth usage. Additionally, the only two reasonable options for

detection of corruption are detection at the mobile terminal and detection at the remote

processing system. Due to the fact there are only two options, using one of them would

have met the requirement of being obvious to try.

Regarding claim 31 , Burns as modified does not specifically provide detection of

corrupted memory blocks being performed at the remote processing system, however

the remote processing system generally has greater computational power thus it would

have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to detect

at the remote processing system in order to cut down on processing time. Additionally,

the only two reasonable options for detection of corruption are detection at the mobile

terminal and detection at the remote processing system. Due to the fact there are only

two options, using one of them would have met the requirement of being obvious to try.
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Regarding claim 37, Burns discloses a mobile terminal comprising: a flash memory for

storing an image of data; (Abs; Fig 2c; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1 , lines 7-1 1 ; Col 2, lines 28-52;

Col 3, lines 21-25; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1
1

)

communications means adapted to receive from a data processing system differential

update instructions for updating the image of data stored in the flash memory from a

first data version to an updated data version; (Abs; Fig 2c; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1 , lines 7-1 1

;

Col 2, lines 28-52; Col 3, lines 21-25; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1

)

processing means adapted to generate the updated data version from the image of the

stored data and from the received differential update instructions, (Abs; Fig 2d; Fig 5;

Fig 6; Col 1 , lines 7-1 1 ; Col 2, lines 28-52; Col 3, lines 1 5-63; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line

11)

Burns does not specifically disclose generate information from the stored data indicative

of the presence or absence of one or more corrupted memory blocks having stored

therein data that is inconsistent with the first data version, however Burns does make

apparent the need to use the prior version in order to arrive at the appropriate final

version. (Col 1, lines 51 - 63; Col 4, line 17- Col 5, line 11) and due to this

requirement, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of

the invention to use well known data verification techniques in order to verify the prior

version has not been corrupted.
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One such method which is well known in the art at the time of the invention as well as

being disclosed by Blandford is that of a checksum (Col 5, line 66 - Col 6, line 4) In the

case that the checksum test ends up being false and data is known to be corrupt, it then

would have been obvious to again use the teachings of Burns as disclosed to produce a

delta file for the known detected corrupt file to be updated to the old file in order to

produce the correct updated file.

Note the above implementation as combined would communicate the generated

information via the communications means to the data processing system for generating

the differential update instructions; and

repair any such detected corrupted memory block; wherein the image of stored data in

the flash memory is updated in-place such that data of the first data version is reused

and reorganized to generate the updated data version as shown above.

Regarding claim 38, Burns discloses a data processing system for facilitating

differentially updating an image of stored data in a mobile terminal from a first data

version to an updated data version, the data processing system comprising:

means for loading differential update instructions into a flash memory of the mobile

terminal, the differential update instructions causing a processor of the mobile terminal

to generate the updated data version from the an image of stored data and the loaded

differential update instructions; (Abs; Fig 2c; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1, lines 7-11; Col 2, lines

28-52; Col 3, lines 21-25; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1

)
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Burns does not specifically disclose a means for receiving information from the mobile

terminal indicative of the presence or absence of one or more corrupted memory blocks

wherein the image of stored data is inconsistent with the first data version, however

Burns does make apparent the need to use the prior version in order to arrive at the

appropriate final version. (Col 1 , lines 51 - 63; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1 ) and due to

this requirement, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time

of the invention to use well known data verification techniques in order to verify the prior

version has not been corrupted.

One such method which is well known in the art at the time of the invention as well as

being disclosed by Blandford is that of a checksum (Col 5, line 66 - Col 6, line 4) In the

case that the checksum test ends up being false and data is known to be corrupt, it then

would have been obvious to again use the teachings of Burns as disclosed to produce a

delta file for the known detected corrupt file to be updated to the old file in order to

produce the correct updated file.

Note the above implementation as combined would include a processing means

adapted to generate the differential update instructions from the first and updated data

versions and from the received information;

and include repair instructions into the differential update instructions, wherein the repair

instructions are adapted to cause the processor of the mobile terminal to repair any
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such detected corrupted memory block; wherein the image of stored data in the flash

memory of the mobile terminal is updated in-place such that data of the first data

version is reused and reorganized to generate the updated data version as shown

above.

Regarding claim 39 claim 39 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 38

above.

Regarding claim 40 Ferrat discloses a computer program comprising program code

means adapted to cause a data processing system to facilitate differentially updating an

image of stored data in a flash memory of a mobile terminal from a first data version to

an updated data version (Abs; Fig 2c; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1 , lines 7-1 1 ; Col 2, lines 28-52;

Col 3, lines 21-25; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1 ) by performing the following steps,

when the program is executed on the data processing system:

generating differential update instructions from the first and updated data versions and

from information received from the mobile terminal, (Abs; Fig 2c; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1,

lines 7-1 1 ; Col 2, lines 28-52; Col 3, lines 21 -25; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1

)

loading the generated differential update instructions into the flash memory of the

mobile terminal, the differential update instructions causing the processor of the mobile

terminal to generate the updated data version from the stored data and the loaded

differential update instructions, wherein the image of stored data in the flash memory of

the mobile terminal is updated in-place such that data of the first data version is reused
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and reorganized to generate the updated data version. (Abs; Fig 2c; Fig 5; Fig 6; Col 1

,

lines 7-1 1 ; Col 2, lines 28-52; Col 3, lines 21 -25; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1

)

Burns does not specifically disclose the received information being indicative of the

presence or absence of one or more corrupted memory blocks having stored therein

data that is inconsistent with the first data version, however Burns does make apparent

the need to use the prior version in order to arrive at the appropriate final version. (Col

1 , lines 51 - 63; Col 4, line 1 7 - Col 5, line 1 1 ) and due to this requirement, it would

have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use

well known data verification techniques in order to verify the prior version has not been

corrupted.

One such method which is well known in the art at the time of the invention as well as

being disclosed by Blandford is that of a checksum (Col 5, line 66 - Col 6, line 4) In the

case that the checksum test ends up being false and data is known to be corrupt, it then

would have been obvious to again use the teachings of Burns as disclosed to produce a

delta file for the known detected corrupt file to be updated to the old file in order to

produce the correct updated file.

Note the above implementation as combined would include generating differential

update instructions comprising including repair instructions into the differential update

instructions as shown above.
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Regarding claim 41, claim 41 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 29

above.

Regarding claim 42, claim 42 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 31

above.

4. Claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burns, in

view of Blandford and in further view of Kocher et al (US 6,289,455) hereafter Kocher

Regarding claim 32, Ferrat does not necessarily disclose calculating and using

checksums to verify memory integrity, however Kocher discloses using such

checksums. (Col 27, line 57 - Col 28, line 4) Because checksums used to calculate

memory errors are well known to those of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the

invention and Ferrat "provides the necessary interfaces for resolving errors and conflicts

between synchronized data." It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the

art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Ferrat with the teachings of

Kocher in order to provide memory error checking through checksums.

Regarding claim 33, claim 33 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 32

above. Note that Kocher discloses "including checksums] in stored data" (Col 28, lines

2-4)
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Regarding claim 34, Ferrat does not disclose using a message authentication code to

check reference checksums. As demonstrated by Kocher (Col 5, lines 4-12) and as is

well known in the art at the time of the invention, changes to data can be accompanied

by a message authentication code in order to assure the software data was not

tampered with and it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the

time of the invention to combine the teachings of Ferrat with the teachings of Kocher in

order to include a message authentication code for the checksums to further assure that

a data failure did not occur and that the information was not tampered with.

Regarding claim 35, claim 35 is rejected for substantially the same reason as claim 32

above. Note that comparing a transmitted data segment to a centralized data segment

is the most common and easiest to implement form of write operation verification and

therefor is held to be either inherent or obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the

time of the invention over Kocher (Col 27, line 57 - Col 28, line 4)

Regarding claim 36, Ferrat does not disclose using one-way hash functions on the

memory block, However Kocher discloses using one-way hash operations for data

protection and verification (Col 26, line 54 - Col 27, line 5) it would have been obvious

to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of

Ferrat with the teachings of Kocher in order to provide further system security.
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Response to Arguments

In response to applicant's arguments filed 02/09/2009, the arguments have been

considered but are deemed moot in light of the new grounds of rejection presented

above which was necessitated by amendment.

Conclusion

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the

examiner should be directed to BRUCE A. WITZENBURG whose telephone number is

(571 )270-1908. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 6:00.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's

supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number for

the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR.

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only.

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000.
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